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The remaining dialects will be dealt with in the eisuing pages.   They are all

Remaining dialects.           Tibeto-Burman forms of speech.   In many of them, how-

ever, we can observe several features which are not in

accordance with Tibeto-Burman principles. Thtu & difference is often made between
such words as denote animate beings and inanimate things, respectively; higher numbers
are often counted in twenties and not in tens as is the case in Tibetan, Burmese, Chinese,
Siamese, etc,; the personal pronouns often have a dual in addition to the ordinary
plural, and double sets of the dual and plural of the first person, one including and the
other excluding the person or persons addressed; there is in many dialects a tendency
to distinguish the person of the subject by adding pronominal suffixes to the verb, so
that a kind of regular conjugation is effected, and so forth.

In such characteristics the dialects in question have struct out lines of their own,
in thorough disagreement with Tibeto-Burman, or even Indo-Chinese, principles* They
have accordingly become modified in their whole structure. It is difficult to help
inferring that this state of affairs must be due to the existence of an old heterogeneous
substratum in the population, which has exercised an influence on the language. That
old population must then have spoken dialects belonging to a different linguistic family,
and the general modification of the inner structure of the actual forms of speech must
be due to the fact that the leading principles of those old dialects have been engrafted
on the language of the tribes in question. Now it will be observed that all those
features in which the Himalayan dialects differ from other Tibeto-Burman languages
are in thorough agreement with the principles prevailing in the Munda forms of speech,
It therefore seems probable that Mundas, or tribes speaking a language connected with
those now in use among the Mundas, have once lived in the Himalayas and left their
stamp on the dialects spoken at the present day.

The non*Tibeto-Burman characteristics mentioned above are seldom found together
in one and the same form of speech, and some of the dialects under consideration have
few, if any, traces of them. On the other hand, some of these features, such as the
distinction between an inclusive and an exclusive plural of the first personal pronoun,
have penetrated much further and are e.g. found in the Western dialects of Tibetan. If
we only consider the formation of verbs, the most interesting feature of Tibeto-Burman
languages, it will be found that Hodgson's classification into non-pronominalized and
pronominalized languages holds good for the whole field of Himalayan philology. We
shall therefore adhere to it in the ensuing pages and consider the Himalayan dialects
under two different headings, non-pronominalized and pronominalized dialects.

The latter group we shall further sub-divide into two sub-groups, one comprising
several dialects spoken to the east of the valley of Nepal, and the other consisting of
some forms of speech in Almora and farther towards the west.
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